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PROF. WORKMAN ON THE VARIATIONS 

BETWEEN THE HEBREW AND GREEK TEXT OF JEREMIAH.* 

BY PROF. HENRY PRESERVED SMITH. 

HP HE utter neglect with which the textual criticism of the Old 
■*- Testament has been treated since the seventeenth century until 
a very recent time makes every sign of interest in this subject 
welcome. In this sense I greeted joyfully the book of Prof. Work- 
man entitled "The Text of Jeremiah," published the present year 
(1889) by T. and T. Clark of Edinburgh. Prof. Workman deserves 
praise for attacking a neglected problem, and for the industry which 
he has devoted to its discussion. Genuine textual criticism is, how- 
ever, a work of some difficulty. It would not be strange should there 
be some failures. Certainly every new contribution to the -science 
needs itself to be carefully criticised before its results are accepted as 
established. 

The greater part of Prof. Workman's volume is taken up with an 
argument. Into that argument I do not propose now to enter. My 
present business is with the last chapter, which probably cost more 
labor than all the rest of the work, and which the author evidently 
hoped to make the most useful part of the work. It is entitled 
"The Conspectus of the Variations," and presents in parallel columns 
variations between the Hebrew text current among us and the Greek 
translation known as the Septuagiut,' retranslated into Hebrew. 1 The 
purpose of this Conspectus is to give the reader a correct idea of the 
amount of variation between the two texts, and to enable him to 
correct the current text. 

The first criticism that suggests itself is, that the end might have 
been better accomplished by a critical edition. The present arrange- 
ment necessitates constant reference to the Hebrew, and frequently 
also to the Greek. A continuous text, with the variations relegated 
to the margin, would avoid these embarrassments. As it is, the 

* Read in December 1889. 
1 I shall use these abbreviations : §, the Masoretic text ; ©, the Greek trans- 
lation (lxx) ; A, the Alexandrian ms ; B, the Vaticanus ; S, the Sinaiticus ; 
Ti, Teschendorf s edition of the lxx, containing the text of the Edkio Romana. 
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scholar will find it easier to make his own collation than to make 
use of the Conspectus. 

It is, however, often the case that the treatment of a subject which 
is methodically not the best, is yet a real contribution to science. The 
form in which the question is put may not be the best, yet the answer 
may be helpful. Supposing, now, that Prof. Workman's Conspectus 
may be of use, what are the criteria by which it should be judged ? 
Evidently the work of textual criticism requires, above all things, accu- 
racy. The alleged apparatus must be reliable, or it is of no real use. 
To judge such a work as the one before us, we must apply rigidly a 
high standard of accuracy.' 2 The application of such a standard shows 
the following results : 

1. Workman has used the two texts nearest at hand — Hahn's 
Hebrew Bible and Tischeudorf's Vetus Testamentum Graece. In at 
least one instance, the former is inaccurate — vi. 14, tos TQ "OB, 
where the best texts omit re . The variant of the Greek which he 
gives here does not exist. 

2. His work is incomplete. He has not given all the variations, 
even of Ti. The following should be added : 3 

i. 2 JilrV : tov ©eov. 

i. 16 iBSKTO : /u.€Ta Kpi'o-ews. 

ii. 7 Vsfcti : tov (frayeiv vju.as = asbssb . 

ii. 12 The main verbs are taken as indicatives by @. 4 

ii. 15 wci : om. i. 

ii. 23 ^"inx : k<u 6-7tI<t<i>. 

ii. 28 IBbtt 13 : on icar' aptO/xov = '"iBDM "O . 

ii. 32 W. notes that !-&D and Siivo change places, but not that 

the latter should be hiiroi . 

iii. 25 liTlbx •*lltl"b : IVavTi tov 0eov rj^wv. 

iii. 25 1ST : ?a>s. 

iv. 4 W6m : /cai 7T£piTe/u.eo-0£ = "&BH1 ; caused by imitation of the 

same verb iti the earlier part of the verse, 

iv. 7 MnWOi : efoAo0p«vW. 

2 It gives me pleasure 10 say that in making this examination my own collation 
of the two texts has frequently been supplemented and corrected by that of Prof. 
Workman. 

3 I give the reading of £> first, then that of ©, with a colon between. 

4 This is of course a matter of interpretation rather than of text, as the trans- 
lators had no vowel points. As, however, on Prof. Workman's own theory these 
variations should be included, I have given them here. 
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iv. 7 njixn : KaOaipeOrjo-ovTaL. It is not always easy to make out 
whether © had clearly in mind the distinction between yni and ITS -1 ; 
but as KaOaipiix) is twice in Jeremiah used for VP5, and nowhere (unless 
here) used for ruf , it is on the whole probable that their copy had 
in this place ns^snn . 
v. 12 xbi : ovx- 

8. The fact that Workman has not consulted for his Greek readings 
anything but the current text as represented by Tischendorf, has caused 
him to give as variants a number of readings which go back only to the 
editors of the Sixtine edition. It is the purpose of such a comparison 
as he has made to get back to the original Septuagint. In order to 
this, the most ancient manuscripts are the most important. Among 
the ancient manuscripts a high place must be given to B, as probably 
representing more nearly than any other single manuscript the original 
Septuagint. The Editio Romano, professes to give the text of B. 
Notoriously, however, the editors allowed themselves considerable 
freedom. It is necessary that we should have the testimony of B, 
and it is very desirable that we should have the testimony of the other 
uncial codices, whose agreement gives at least a strong probability in 
favor of their reading. We possess now a collation of ABS by 
Nestle, published as a supplement to Tischendorf's text. 5 Its use 
wherever that edition is quoted for critical purposes is essential to 
accuracy. One who publishes a collation o£ ® with § might fairly 
be expected to do more than this. But, to apply only the more 
moderate requirement, we must find Workman's Conspectus lacking. 
The' following errors in his collation have this origin : 

i. 2 -msi* : W. Ti)st3 , based on o>s Ti. ; but A B S have os, 
agreeing therefore with Sq. 

iii. 16 The clause \eyu Kvpios is in the current Greek inserted in 
a different place from that in which ,<p has it. ABS agree with the 
latter. 

with £) ; but B S have 6 Ov/ws airov 



iv. 4 


inon ; 


: A agi 


(wan). 






iv. 5 


ViSXl 


: curare. 



B only can be cited for the variation. 6 

5 Veteris Testamenti Graeci codices Vaticanus et Sinaiticus cum textu recepto 
collati ab Eberardo Nestle. The first edition was published in 1880. I have used 
the second, published 1887. 

6 The importance of B has been recognized above. It is nevertheless well to 
know when it stands alone. 
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iv. 7 "p"i» : Kal at irdXeis Ti, on the basis of which W. gives 
D"nS!"il . A B S agree in ko.1 irdXets. 

iv. 12 CaftCa : Kplp-ara fiov Ti. W. ^BBttW; but p.ov is omitted 
by A B S, which therefore agree with Sp. 

iv. 19 ">5a isa : B S have the word but once. 

iv. 26 irvpi (W. 12:1*3) is not found in B S. 
v. 8 lifS'' : ixpe/JLtTiiev B S : i-^ptp-iTitpv A Ti. 
v. 11 kiyei Kupios of B has no equivalent in Jp. It is lacking, 
however, in A S and a number of other mss of Holmes and Parsons. 
The phrase is of so easy insertion that its presence even in B can 
hardly weigh very heavily. 

v. 13 DfiV naw Sis is omitted by Ti. It is found in B S. 

v. 19 The article (rrj second time) on which W. bases 'pSO is not 
found in A B S. 

v. 20 oiko) of Ti is not found in A B S, which are therefore in 
harmony with Aj. 

vi. 2 A B S agree in reading to ttyos o-ov instead of to vfos of Ti. 

vi. 10 E51X : A S read ra una vp.wv. 

vi. 11 fcTvfcsi : A B S, and apparently all the mss of Holmes and 
Parsons, read k<u ov o-vvtreXecra. <xvtovs. 

vi. 13 "jris 1S1. B and S agree in reading «os (without Kal). 

vi. 22 *iis^ : Workman gives the plural, after Ti. A B S. how- 
ever, have the verb in the singular. 

4. To this must be added, that the Conspectus contains a uumber 
of alleged readings of the Greek translators which are probably not 
variants at all. The restoration of the original is, of course, a matter 
of considerable delicacy. But this is a reason for at least giving the 
Greek along with the proposed rendering. The following examples 
will probably make this clear : 

i. 6 nnx : 6 &v, which Workman re-translates into iinx or 
rinx iiii. The word is one that gives the translators some trouble. 
In Judges it is rendered, or transferred, a 3., in Ezekiel olp.01, in 2 Kings 
3>. In Jeremiah it occurs four times ; three times we find in the 
Greek 6 $>v as here, once a> (though in this passage also one MS has 
6 wv). It is very doubtful, therefore, whether © had any different 
text from our own. 

i. 10 Sitri &VM : 0-rjfjt.epov. It is unnecessary to suppose that the 
translators had no mn before them. 

i. 19 i-iim ox J : «t7r« Kvpios. W. proposes to restore mrw "i»K, 
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on the theory that fili-p DX3 is always translated Xeyu Kvpios. In ii. 3 
he proposes also to read hllti lex on the ground of tjyrjoi' Kvpios. As 
both of the Greek phrases really render fi-lni DK3 correctly, it is 
doubtful whether we can change the Hebrew on their account. It is 
worth noticing also that in i. 19 twelve mss (including A), and in ii. 3 
fourteen mss, actually read Atyei Kvpws. It is not impossible that this 
is the original, changed by the copyist for the sake of variety. On the 
other hand, in a phrase of such frequent insertion the variety of reading 
in © may indicate interpolation in conformity to the Hebrew, in which 
case the phrase in both these instances would be of doubtful authen- 
ticity. Certainly it would be unfortunate for one seeking light on the 
text to suppose that the facts indicate without ambiguity the reading 
rum -rax. 

ii. 3 nmbst : lir avTovs. W. vsrbs. The apparent interchange 
of bx and is is so common in Jeremiah, that it is difficult to base 
an argument upon the translation. 

ii. 6 The current Greek has plural verbs for the singulars of ig. 
Hebrew, however, uses collective nouns so frequently (as here kutoi- 
Kta) that any argument based on mere change of number in the 
translation is very precarious. On this ground a number of Work- 
man's variants should at least be marked by an interrogation. 

ii. 6 iTlVffll m*19 'j'lxa : lv yrj artdpia k<h d/Jara, on the ground 
of which W. substitutes Siaei for nnittJi . Some doubt is thrown upon 
this by A's ajidrta koa dbrapo), especially as we find a/3aro5 used else- 
where for rtais . In case of an uncommon word like nmiB the trans- 
lators may have given a conjectural interpretation, guided by the 
evident requirements of the context. In the other place where it 
occurs in Jeremiah they have identified it with nniffl . 

ii. 24 mi Insxia : eTrvtv/j.aTo<j>opuTo. W. renders nil hsno , which 
however, is hardly an equivalent. " Libere transtulerunt ; nam hau- 
rire ventum quod in textu legitur est anxie spiritum ducere." (Schleus- 
ner). 

ii. 31 1311.: ov . Kvpievo-ofneOa, which W. supposes to represent 
1311 NPil. But Kvpitvo) twice represents nil, so that, if apything, we 
should read 13">11 sin . One cannot help thinking that ov Kvpuvo-ofxeOa 
is an accurate rendering of 1311 . Schleusner gives the phrase, and 
defines it non dominium in nos patiemur, which surely defines 1311. 

ii. 36 MjeA. I do not understand why we should suppose © 
(SevrepuMrai) to have read Tftivb . 
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iii. 1 The lav of % may well represent y, of Sq : " certe Syris et 
Ohald. ]fl valet idv." (Schleusner). W. changes to DX. 

iii. 3 nxo : oif/K. W. proposes "CS . © does not testify to a 
variant ; oi^is is nowhere used (if we may trust Trommius) for D"CB 
and is a good translation of Hxs . 

[It should be noted that in the two preceding instances Workman 
allows £> to remain as a possibility, writing (",ii) ox and (hto) ije- 
My criticism is, that the probabilities are so strong against there being 
any variation that none should have been assumed. This form of 
writing the words seems to allow only the possibility that @ read 
the same which we have.] 

iii. 8 naffla : Karouaa. As the translation of the word is uniform, 
it is clear that the translator did not have rOB" 1 in his text (as W. 
assumes), but pronounced roara, as if from a'B - '. 

iii. 11 M10B3 MplX : cSucaiiuo-e ttjv fv^v airov. It is possible that 
this points to '.125BJ plX, as W. suggests. As, however, a considerable 
group of MSS has avrrjs this is by no means certain. As 'lo-parjX is 
the subject the change in the Greek from original avr^s wonld not be 
unnatural. Even if airov were original, it would not indicate a 
variant in the proper sense ; fires surely was not strange to the 
Hebrew of the editors. 

iii. 14 1"HS : e« 2ia>v. The translation is as near as we ourselves 
could make it. ivx-ix is uncalled for. 

iii. 17 m-r.ifl : lvOvp.rjp.dTwv. W. supposes niXJ"ra, and cites vii. 
24, where we find nvnoa mxsiaa : rols ivOvfLrJuao-iv. If, however, 
we suppose hOv^rnm. (ivOvii.-qii.aTa) to be a possible translation of 
riffiO (ni"i^O), then nixsioa of the second passage is the interpolated 
word. This, moreover, is rendered probable by the fact that the more 
familiar word is the one which is naturally inserted to explain the less 
familiar word. The word n*."i*na occurs eight times in Jeremiah. In 
two (besides vii. 28) it is lacking in ©. Once it is translated trXavr) 
(W. nwn), and three times &p«tt6v (apeo-Ta, W. nixn). According to 
Prof. Workman, therefore, the text before @ .did not contain the 
word at all, but always had some other word in its place. This is 
exceedingly suspicious. It is more likely that not being quite settled 
as to the exact equivalent of the word, but taking it in the general 
sense of " imaginations " (as indeed recent authorities have given it), 
they colored their translation differently in the different places where 
the word occurs. That they were in line with ancient tradition in 
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their general understanding of the word is indicated by the (probable) 
insertion of mssia as its synonym and explanation in vii. 24. In 
no one of the six cases referred to, therefore, are we justified in 
supposing a real variation of text. 

iv. 3 mim 8)186 : tois avSpamv 'Iov8a. W. gives 'm HB3X? ; but 
it is evident that 2Jix is used collectively, and the translation must 
change the number, as we ourselves should do in rendering into 
English. Compare what has already been said under ii. 6 above. 

iv. 6 63 ISO : avakafiovTes 4>tvyert. As the translators seem not 
to have understood 03 , but everywhere connect it with 615, it is likely 
they made the best they could out of the present text, and the hypoth- 
esis that they read 10131 1XU3PI is uncalled for. 

iv. 16 D.i"i33 : <rv<jTpo<pal, for which W. gives us the choice of 
OTist and tint. As Schleusner and Gesenius agree in asserting that 
that 1S3 has sometimes the meaning of 12 , it is not improbable that 
the Greek translator had the same idea. 

iv. 19 135 "O frain : jj.aLfiau(TU ■/) i/'i>x r / f iov j inrapdatreriu rj KapBla 
p.ov. We have here probably a case of conflation in ©, two transla- 
tions of the same phrase having been put side by side. This is not 
uncommon in our copies of © — a corrector inserting what he sup- 
poses to be a more accurate rendering, and yet not venturing to eject 
the phrase already in the text. A similar case is iv. 29, where 1X3 
Q"aS3 is represented by tlcriBvcrav ets to. (nrrjXaia sal tU ra aXurj cKpv- 
fi-qaav, — " ubi quilibet videt duas coaluinse versiones." (Schleusner). 

iv. 21 rwottMt : aKovwv. W. sons. One group of mss has &kovu> 
and another aKovo-ofiai and a third aKovaw. It is clear that the cor- 
ruption in © is easier to account for than in !g. 

iv. 23 imi inn wni : «ai l8oi> ovdiv = n33*x rem , according to 
W. But ovOev is elsewhere used for inn , and all that we can con- 
clude is that © did not have mai , which would be easily inserted from 
the familiar Gen. i. 2. 

iv. 24 Ippppnn : rapaaa-ofxivovs. Workman gives us the choice 
of Dipnpnno and i?n?nn» . In Eccles. x. 10 we find )>pbp rendered 
irdpa^e. 

iv. 26 @ adds ^avlarO-qaav at the end of the verse, which W. 
translates l*iSK,with IPS in parenthesis. If any preference is indi- 
cated as between these two, it should be in favor of IPS , which might 
have been obscured into the is of the next verse, omitted by ®. 
Beyond this rather slender ground, there is no reason for choosing 

15 
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either of these from the dozen or more verbs that are rendered 
d<pan£<o. Another possibility remains : -rj^avLo-drjcrav may be an at- 
tempt to translate more correctly the preceding isnj .' 

iv. 29 nop frail : evrtraixivov to£ov (one MS has iKTerafiwov). W, 
proposes 81511*1 niBpl ; but as we find in Hos. vii. 1 6 d>s to£ov ivrera- 
litvov for STrai nn;p2 , it seems quite certain that the translator con- 
nected 81531 with h/Ttivas, and did not have a different text. 

iv. 31 SlIS : tov <rTcva.yfi.ov vov. W. supposes -|npi'X, which, how- 
ever, does not seem elsewhere to be paralleled. It is sufficient to 
read "px. 

v. 10 W. proposes to substitute \>9 for 3 , on the ground of ori. 
In the breadth of meaning in which 3 may be used there seems no 
necessity for this. 

v. 14 The variants given to 63151, "jM laSSi, and osb seem to 
be based only on slight liberty in translation, 05131 'jSi certainly is 
well rendered by avff lav iXaX^crare. 

v. 17 The nouns which W. would change to the plural (oni, INS, 
*ipa) are collectives. 

v. 22 inoiB IBS : tov rdiavra. It is difficult to see how © 
could have rendered better. 

v. 31 HrV-inxb : cis to. fiera ravra. I do not see how W. can 
suppose © to read n*>insi . 

vi. 3 hit.?* : rfj x«pt avrov, on the ground of which W. gives 
vra . No change is called for. 

vi. 4 SIS : ij/xtpas found in the current Greek may be a corrup- 
tion of toTrtpas which is found iu a number of mss. El^is would 
hardly be written by a Hebrew in preference to aiS-"Wx , whereas 
the resemblance of rn^ipa and ko-nipa is obvious. 

vi. 5 mnirrair* : ra 6ep.t\ia avrijs. As 0£p.e\iov is used by © at 
least eight times for "nix , it cannot here be quoted as favoring n&i 
or isia, W. 

vi. 7 nsai *in : ir6v<o ko.1 [idxrTiyi, on the ground of which W. 
restores nasal lira . He fails to notice, however, or to make plain 
that © joins the words to the following verse — irowji kcu ju.a<rn/yi irai- 
SevOrjvy. The translators took the Hebrew words as instrumental 
accusatives, and needing no prepositions to help them. 

vi. 12 11PP 0112:1 nil© : aypol ko.1 ai ywaiKcs avrtav eVi to auro. 

' As we find a iflB in v. 30 which is evidently out of place (omitted also by 
®) I cannot help suspecting that this word has something to do with v. 26. 
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The only change indicated is the substitution of DfTUBS for D^IUS . The 
proposed reading, nm onTTHBSl crvmie? , is at least uncalled for. 

vi. 13 rXS S212 lis : TravTcs oweTeAeawTO avopa, and Ipffl nffiS lis 
: Trdvres ejronjow i^euSi). The collective force of lis is so plain that the 
rendering could hardly have been different. W. proposes 1SS2 abs and 
Diew nis. 

vi. 15 lies'* : oiroXowrai. The Greek word is used for a variety 
of Hebrew verbs, and is near enough in meaning to cover this one 
as well. 

vi. 22 i^isffWra : cot' icrxo-Tov rsjs y^s. As the same phrase occurs 
with exactly the same translation in three other places in Jeremiah, 
it is improbable that a various reading existed. 

vi. 24 ifiivs ifi : (JStves <os thctoCotjs. The same is true of this 
as of the preceding : the phrase occurs with the same translation 
elsewhere. 

vi. 28 V'SI h sin : Tropevofievoi ctkoXicos. cr/coAids is used for a 
number of Hebrew words, but for no one of them more than once 
or twice, and if it represents something different from i">S"i here, we 
are entirely in the dark as to the restoration to be made. W. proposes 
D^iapsa ; but the meaning of © is not so remote from that of the (not 
common) Hebrew word that we need assume a variation. 

vi. 28 DTiTHBo : SiecpOapfievoi. The rendering is as correct as we 
could ourselves give. 

5. To these criticisms, — the great majority of which will, I think, 
command assent at once, — a few cases may be added where Prof. 
Workman has not considered all the possibilities. 

ii. 13 can lisi xi : ov dw^aovrai v8a>p (rwe^ew. W. restores 
Dion b'zrb lis? xi. Of course ® read lis?; but this being so 
they must supply something to make sense, and we have slender 
'evidence for the insertion of i h sni . It is probable, moreover, that if 
they had read i"orii lis"* xi, they would have put cruvix e " / vowp, in- 
stead of transposing the two words. 

ii. 19 "pix WWfi sil : Kal ovk (vSoK-qcra iirl aoi. W, following 
Schleusner, re-translates -p in*ns sil; but ina is nowhere rendered 
£vSok«o (if one may trust the concordance), and the fori points to a 
word that can be used with is or is. Why not read Ti*ron xil 
-pis? 

ii. 25 tpm : coto 68ou Tpa^cias. W. gives us the choice between 
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*)»*>» and ©pia -pla , neither of which is much nearer the Greek than 
is §. In Isa. xl. 4 ooos rpa^«ta is 03~i , which, if any change is to be 
made, should be brought into view. Probably, however, Schleusner's 
liberius exposuerunt is correct. 

ii. 27 ia» ysb ni*ia« : t<3 £vAa> hto oti irarrip juov = D^*rax ps? 
"'SX *e, according to W. But does not the Greek distinctly imply 
■>3X "o lias ysb? The corruption of Wiax into "3 Viax would not 
be strange. 

ii. 29 Why should the readers be puzzled with "CSlin? 

ii. 30, 31 It is unfortunate that W. quotes separately the end of 
verse 30 and the beginning of verse 31, thus obscuring the fact that 
the end of verse 30 in © probably represents the beginning of verse 
31 in Sq. At least the words missing in @ in one place and in £) in 
the other are near enough alike to make the conjecture plausible that 
one has given rise to the other ; they are respectively onsT 1 X5"i (Wi 
ovk tyofirjOrjTe) and BHX "i""in . I think © Original. 8 

iii. 3 D53rt roxa : dTnjmicrxwr^o-as 7rpos TravTas (there is no appre- 
ciable variation in (V> ; one MS only of Parsons omits wpos wan-as). 
How does Prof. W. arrive at his restoration, ?3-"i:sa ia?3n 'psra? 
Evidently the Greek verb is a good rendering of D53rt roxa , and the 
trpos iravras is P3a or P3Ha , which is a good deal nearer DP3H than 
io">56a or J>a">:sn . 

iii. 8 PX18J1 ttSBB S1BX5 1IBX WiX-^O-pS : irepi iravrw &v Kare- 
\.y<f>6r) ev ots £/*oi^aro 17 KaroiKia 'IirpaijX. W. re-translates this mix 53 SS 
'"Si riBXJ 11BX3 inosns lost; but this is too much. Clearly nils is 
not represented in the Greek, and should be omitted. Whether Kan- 
\y<f>9r] (KaTe\ei<f>0r} is found in several mss) represents rttBBns or some 
other verb is doubtful. Putting the two readings together, we notice 
that 7r«pi iravTiav S>v Ka.T<-\r)<f>6r) stands in the place occupied by 
nilK-?3-?s, and are led to suspect that the Greek words represent 
something not unlike these Hebrew words. My conjecture would be 
PTttbiTPS. But nothing more than a conjecture can be given, and 
when given it should be marked by an interrogation point. 

iii. 22 W. gives 63">"i2tt5 as the original of to. o-wrpi/xy«.ara v/jlHv (ig 

8 1 may perhaps be pardoned for introducing a conjecture of my own on the 
unusual phrase nifti *i31 tin in v. 31. Was it not originally '1 -p*l 1X1 ? 
The prophet goes on to "justify the ways of God to men," or at least to Israel — 
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DSTOIffla). But as nnawa is a word in actual use, it is better to 
suppose it here, as being nearer the form in §. 

In the same verse we find -jb ":nx i"tt : iSov SovXoi rjfieis iao/ieOd 
crot. W. renders thus, -£> (D^iro) D^ias (isSfi). I suspect that the 
only change needed is that of i;nx to "SriSN , which is not at all far- 
fetched. ~b isnsx i::n might well be rendered as it is by @, SovXoi 
being inserted to make the sense clear, perhaps by a later hand, as it 
is missing in a number of mss. 

I may say here, that if in a number of cases W. has arbitrarily given 
only one out of a number of verbs that might be represented by the 
Greek, he has in others given unnecessary alternatives, as v. 7, where 
we find miam and iss^n"', and v. 10 Vrnin and l^KiBh. In each of 
these cases the resemblance of one of the two verbs to ,£) is so marked 
that the other is altogether out of the question. 

v. 17 Ciin" 1 : kcu aXorjcrovari. @ regularly substitutes the plural 
for the singular in this verse, so that oue of the proposed readings 
(■nuanil) is unnecessary, and the other (to-M) I do not understand. 
Elsewhere we have dAocuo as a translation of mil, which would point 
to aii . 

vi. 2 •jllS-na iniEl na:sani msi-l : kcu a.(paipi6-QO-eTai to vino's o-ov 
Ovyarep %wiv. W. supposes the Hebrew original to be ira"f\ STria 
TFs-na . But to vi/fds o-ov is clearly -;na* . Secondly, nins must be 
the yiverai at the end of the preceding verse, and can scarcely repre- 
sent /cat a<fMipe$rjcreTai, which therefore is for rtSJSah". Schleusner 
conjectures nssahv We should therefore get ttwani : rrns ills "Oici 
]V::-ri5 "]Pra*i, and this, or something like it, is what W. should have 
restored. 

vi. 25 MM a^xb : (pofuftaia) tS>v i)(0pu>v irapoiKU. W. does not 
seem to recognize that the variation has arisen from the misplacement 
of the a simply. irapou<ei. is IS as perfect (or participle), and the 
change to "il5n is not necessary. 

It will have been noticed that all the instances quoted are from the 
first six chapters of the book ; and, in fact, I have confined my exam- 
ination to these six chapters. The only conclusion to which I can 
come is, that the Conspectus, besides being faulty in plan, is inaccurate 
and unreliable. While it may give a fairly adequate idea of the 
character of the variations between the two texts, it is worse than 
useless (because misleading) for serious criticism of the text. 



